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REMARKS 

In the application claims 45-52 and 56-62 remain pending while claims 1-44 and 53- 
55 have been canceled without prejudice. Claims 53-55 have been canceled as being drawn 

; i 06 62, n n dded b> anendme* 

which find support in the application as filed (See, e g , Fig 3 s are drawn to claim croup I 
which claim group has been elected without traverse for prosecution on the merits. 

The pending claims currently stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being rendered 
obvious primarily by Duarte (U.S. Patent No. 6,608,271 ) in view of Weber (US. Patent No. 
6,803,874). 

The reconsideration of this rejection is respectfully requested. 
Considering Duarte. it is respectfully submitted that Duarte discloses a system that 
causes the function labels provided to each keys of a keyboard to be changed depending upon 
a position of a selector unit. (See, e.g., Figs, 7 and 7 A). Thus, while Duarte discloses a 
system that selects one color among diflerent colors to thereby illuminate every key of a 
device to thereby cause a current function of every key of the device that results from an 
operation of the selector unit to be indicated to a user, it is respectfully submitted that Duarte 
hois to lu< v s n. v i - n - „p v_£. _ N o\ , i j i d__L e i _i v tat 

upsof 1 - ev ice and more partieula s ! - 

or suggest concurrently providing a different color to at least tv\ < group? of fun. t ke; s oi 
controlling device wherein the different colors are used to indicate to a user different mtended 

' _ i 1 M He issued from the controlling device in response 

hkey fail ipof ( etion keys as set fort n claim 45. Because 
Weber also fails to disclose, teach, or suggest these claimed elements - with Weber merely 
disclosing an otherwise conventional remote control, it is respectfully submitted that the 
<. e c t support a prima at - > sness with 
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respect to claim 45, For at least this reason, it is respectfully submitted thai the rejection of 
claims 45-52 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 must be wifcdrawn. 

With respect to claim 56, it is again respectfully noted that Duarte discloses a system 
«h(««aJ n;^ vui' ti,M. Kiscs t < it eJ 1 . v Cv xrcb 

indicate to the user which one of different junctions will be performed by the same intended 
target device, e.g., a PC, in response to art activation of the same function key. As will be 
appreciate 1 s i contra end t n 56 which s 

1 i J * t d j t 

dei ce - pi -sJ o a gr< u\ c 1 ; i keys (whit, unction keys s co nue to cause 
f/;e same junctions to be performed by the different intended target devices) while a iabei 
that rd.u.,0^ iite iaia.\aa ; * „ •■ o ■ be performed by the different, intended target devices in 
response to an activation of a function key within the group of function keys remains constant 
(because the same function is to be commanded in response to activation of a function key, 
albeith} tw< differea devices depending upon the current device mode selected).. Thus, 
because Duarte does not disclose, teach, or suggest the elements set forth in claim 56 (and 
because Wcbe uo I < d vi c e e ^ icsc ckumed e!c icnts - with Weber 
merely disclosing an otherv % < e control), it is r , itted that 

the combination of Duarte and Weber cannot support a prima facie case of obviousness with 
respect to claim 56. Per at least this reasoT5, it is respectful!} < \- . is 56-62 are 

also allowable over the art of record. 
CONC LUS ION 

tevc\ I x b s tco^u i s l g ia y-oper form for 

allowance. 

Such action on the part o the Examiner is d >' re ested 

Should it be determined, however, that a telephone conference would expedite the 
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prosecution of the subject application, the Examiner is respectfully urged to contact the 
attorney undersigned. 

^ s-v u I Submitted; 5 
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Date: August 3, 2010 By: Gar> R - N 
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